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REMARKS 

First, in accordance with Applicants' duty to provide a statement of the substance of an 
interview, Applicants had a telephone interview with Examiner DeBeradinis on April 18, 2005. 
Applicants would like to thank Examiner DeBeradinis for the courtesies extended during the 
telephone interview. During that interview, the finality of the last Office Action was discussed. 
The Examiner agreed to withdraw the finality and issue this non-final Office Action. 

In the non-final Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 6, 13-15, 22, 25, 26, 32, 
and 46 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Keel et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,923,709); 
rejected claims 4, 5, 7-10, 16-21, 27-31, and 47 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Keel et al. in view of Belopolskv (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0096537 Al); 
rejected claims 11,12, 23, and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Keel et al. in 
view of Crane, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 5,661,63 1); rejected claim 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Aekins (U.S. Patent No. 6,057,743); and rejected claims 
34-45, 48, and 49 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Aekins 
and Belopolskv . 

By this Amendment, Applicants amend claims 1-3, 6, 1 1-13, 21, 25, 30, 31, and 46 to 
improve form, cancel claims 4, 5, 7-10, 16-20, 27-29, and 47 without prejudice or disclaimer, 
and add new claims 50-53. Applicants respectfully traverse the Examinees rejections under 35 
U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103 with regard to the claims presented herein. Claims 1-3, 6, 11-15, 21-26, 
30-46, and 48-53 are pending. 
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At pages 2 and 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 6, 13-15, 22, 25, 
26, 32, and 46 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly anticipated by Keel et al. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

A proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 requires that a single reference teach every 
aspect of the claimed invention either expressly or impliedly. Any feature not directly taught 
must be inherently present. In other words, the identical invention must be shown in as complete 
detail as contained in the claim. See M.P.E.P. § 2131. Keel et al. does not disclose or suggest 
the combination of features recited in claims 1-3, 6, 13-15, 22, 25, 26, 32, and 46. 

Amended independent claim 1, for example, is directed to a cable. The cable comprises a 
first connector, a second connector, and a cable conductor connected at a first end to the first 
connector and at a second end to the second connector. The second connector comprises a signal 
processing element configured to process signals transmitted between the first and second 
connectors. The signal processing element comprises a first pulse transformer configured to 
translate signals transmitted from the first connector to the second connector from first single 
ended signals to first balanced signals, a first common mode choke configured to remove 
common mode noise from the first balanced signals, a second pulse transformer configured to 
translate signals transmitted from the second connector to the first connector from second 
balanced signals to second single ended signals, and a second common mode choke configured to 
remove common mode noise from the second balanced signals, where the first pulse transformer 
and the first common mode choke are located on a first side of the second connector and the 
second pulse transformer and the second common mode choke are located on a second side of 
the second connector. The cable conductor comprises a transmit cable configured to transmit the 
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signals from the first connector to the second connector, and a receive cable configured to 
transmit the signals from the second connector to the first connector. 

Keel et al. does not disclose or suggest the combination of features recited in amended 
claim 1. Claim 1 has been amended to include features from canceled claims 7-10. The 
Examiner rejected claims 7-10 based on a combination of Keel et al. and Belopolsky (Office 
Action, pages 3-5). Therefore, amended claim 1 cannot be anticipated by Keel et al. Claim 1 is 
also patentable over the combination of Keel et al. and Belopolsky . 

For example, neither Keel et al. nor Belopolsky discloses or suggests a second connector 
of a cable that includes first and second pulse transformers and first and second common mode 
chokes, where the first pulse transformer and the first common mode choke are located on a first 
side of the second connector and the second pulse transformer and the second common mode 
choke are located on a second side of the second connector, as required by amended claim 1 . 

These features were previously recited in claim 10. When rejecting claim 10, the 
Examiner alleged that Keel et al. in view of Belopolsky disclose the signal conductor of claim 9 
and Belopolsky discloses a common mode choke used to reduce noise on lines (Office Action, 
page 5). Even assuming that the Examiner's allegations are correct (a point that Applicants do 
not concede), the Examiner did not address any of the features previously recited in claim 10. In 
other words, the Examiner has not shown that either Keel et al. or Belopolsky discloses or 
suggests a second connector of a cable that includes first and second pulse transformers and first 
and second common mode chokes, where the first pulse transformer and the first common mode 
choke are located on a first side of the second connector and the second pulse transformer and the 
second common mode choke are located on a second side of the second connector, as now 
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recited in claim 1 . Therefore, the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness. 

In addition, neither Keel et al. nor Belopolsky discloses or suggests a cable conductor that 
comprises a transmit cable configured to transmit the signals from the first connector to the 
second connector, and a receive cable configured to transmit the signals from the second 
connector to the first connector, as also recited in claim 1. 

These features were previously recited in claim 7. When rejecting claim 7, the Examiner 
admitted that Keel et al. does not disclose both a transmit cable and a receive cable, but alleged 
that Belopolsky discloses a transmit cable and a receive cable (Office Action, page 4). The 
Examiner alleged that it would have been obvious to modify the intelligent cable assembly of 
Keel et al. to include both transmit and receive cables because it would permit the modem to 
transmit and receive information (Office Action, pages 4-5). Applicants submit that the 
Examiner's motivation statement lacks merit. 

Keel et al. discloses that the intelligent cable assembly permits the modem device to 
transmit a first digital signal over an ISDN communication line and receive a second digital 
signal from the ISDN communication line (col. 2, lines 16-21). Therefore, the Examiner's 
motivation statement lacks merit because Keel et al. already discloses transmitting and receiving. 
Accordingly, the Examiner's motivation statement is faulty and falls short of establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 1 is not anticipated by Keel et al. 
and is patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky . Claims 2, 3, and 6 depend from claim 1 and 
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are, therefore, not anticipated by Keel et al. and patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky for at 
least the reasons given with regard to claim 1. 

Amended independent claim 13 recites some features similar to features identified above 
with regard to claim 1. Claim 13 is, therefore, not anticipated by Keel et al. and is patentable 
over Keel et al. and Belopolsky for at least reasons similar to reasons given with regard to claim 
1. 

In addition, claim 13 recites a plurality of cables connected to a network device, where 
each of the cables comprises a first connector, a second connector, and a cable conductor with the 
particular features recited in claim 13. Keel et al. and Belopolsky do not disclose or suggest a 
plurality of cables connected to a network device, where each of the cables comprises a first 
connector, a second connector, and a cable conductor. Keel et al. discloses a single cable 
assembly 10 (Fig. 2). Belopolsky discloses a single digital filter adapter (Fig. 3). 

For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 13 is not anticipated by Keel et al. 
and is patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky . Claims 14, 15, and 22 depend from claim 13 
and are, therefore, not anticipated by Keel et al. and are patentable over Keel et al. and 
Belopolsky for at least the reasons given with regard to claim 13. Claims 14, 15, and 22 are also 
not anticipated by Keel et al. and are patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky for reasons of 
their own. 

For example, claim 14 recites that the network device is a router. Keel et al. and 
Belopolsky do not disclose or suggest this feature. Instead, Keel et al. discloses a modem device 
30 (Fig. 2). Belopolsky discloses a personal computer (paragraph 0019). 
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The Examiner rejected claim 14 by alleging that it is an intended use and intended use 
does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from the prior art (Office Action, page 3). 
Applicants disagree. Claim 14 recites that the network device recited in claim 13 is a router. 
Contrary to the Examinees allegation, this is not an intended use. Therefore, the Examiner's 
dismissal of the feature of claim 14 is unwarranted and unsupported by the patent laws. 

For at least these additional reasons, Applicants submit that claim 14 is not anticipated by 
Keel et al. and is patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky . 

Amended independent claim 25 is directed to a network system that comprises a network 
device and a plurality of cables connected to the network device. The network device is 
configured to communicate signals on a network. Each of the cables comprises a first connector 
connected to the network device, where the first connector comprises first and second signal 
processing elements configured to process signals communicated with the network device, where 
the first signal processing element is located on a first side of the first connector and the second 
signal processing element is located on a second side of the first connector. Each of the cables 
also comprises a second connector, and a cable conductor connected at a first end to the first 
connector and at a second end to the second connector, where the cable conductor comprises a 
transmit cable configured to transmit signals from the first connector to the second connector, 
and a receive cable configured to transmit signals from the second connector to the first 
connector. 

Keel et al. does not disclose or suggest the combination of features recited in amended 
claim 25. Claim 25 has been amended to include features from canceled claim 29. The 
Examiner rejected claim 29 based on a combination of Keel et al. and Belopolsky (Office Action, 
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pages 3-5). Therefore, amended claim 25 cannot be anticipated by Keel et al. Claim 25 is also 
patentable over the combination of Keel et al. and Belopolskv . 

For example, neither Keel et al. nor Belopolskv discloses or suggests a plurality of 
cables connected to a network device, where each of the cables comprises a first connector, a 
second connector, and a cable conductor with the particular features recited in claim 25. Keel et 
ah and Belopolskv do not disclose or suggest a plurality of cables connected to a network device, 
where each of the cables comprises a first connector, a second connector, and a cable conductor. 
Keel et al. discloses a single cable assembly 10 (Fig. 2). Belopolskv discloses a single digital 
filter adapter (Fig. 3). 

Keel et al. and Belopolskv further do not disclose or suggest a first connector of a cable 
that comprises first and second signal processing elements configured to process signals 
communicated with the network device, where the first signal processing element is located on a 
first side of the first connector and the second signal processing element is located on a second 
side of the first connector, as also recited in claim 25. The Examiner did not address similar 
features recited in other claims. 

In addition, Keel et al. and Belopolskv do not disclose or suggest a cable conductor that 
comprises a transmit cable configured to transmit signals from the first connector to the second 
connector, and a receive cable configured to transmit signals from the second connector to the 
first connector, as also recited in claim 25. 

These features were previously recited in claim 29. When rejecting claim 29, the 
Examiner admitted that Keel et al. does not disclose both a transmit cable and a receive cable, 
but alleged that Belopolskv discloses a transmit cable and a receive cable (Office Action, page 4). 
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The Examiner alleged that it would have been obvious to modify the intelligent cable assembly 
of Keel et al. to include both transmit and receive cables because it would permit the modem to 
transmit and receive information (Office Action, pages 4-5). Applicants submit that the 
Examiner's motivation statement lacks merit. 

Keel et al. discloses that the intelligent cable assembly permits the modem device to 
transmit a first digital signal over an ISDN communication line and receive a second digital 
signal from the ISDN communication line (col. 2, lines 16-21). Therefore, the Examiner's 
motivation statement lacks merit because Keel et al. already discloses transmitting and receiving. 
Accordingly, the Examiner's motivation statement is faulty and falls short of establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 25 is not anticipated by Keel et al. 
and is patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky . Claims 26 and 32 depend from claim 25 and 
are, therefore, not anticipated by Keel et al. and are patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky for 
at least the reasons given with regard to claim 25. 

Amended independent claim 46 recites features similar to features recited in claims 1 and 
25. Claim 46 is, therefore, not anticipated by Keel et al. and is patentable over Keel et al. and 
Belopolsky for at least reasons similar to reasons given with regard to claims 1 and 25. 

At pages 3-5 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected pending claims 21, 30, and 31 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Belopolsky . 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claim 21 depends from claim 13, and claims 30 and 31 depend from claim 25. 
Applicants submit that claims 21,30, and 3 1 are patentable over Keel et al. and Belopolsky , 
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whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination, for at least the reasons given with regard 
to claims 13 and 25. 

At page 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1 1, 12, 23, and 24 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Crane, Jr. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 depend from claim 1 and claims 23 and 24 depend from claim 13. 
Without acquiescing in the Examiner's rejection, Applicants submit that the disclosure of Crane, 
Jr. does not cure the deficiencies in the disclosures of Keel et al. and Belopolskv identified above 
with regard to claims 1 and 13. Therefore, claims 1 1, 12, 23, and 24 are patentable over Keel et 
ah, Belopolskv , and Crane, Jr. , whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination, for at least 
the reasons given with regard to claims 1 and 13. 

At page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as allegedly unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Aekins. Applicants respectfully traverse the 
rejection. 

Claim 33 is directed to a patch panel. The patch panel comprises a plurality of first 
connectors, a plurality of second connectors, and a plurality of signal processing elements. At 
least one of the first connectors is configured to connect to a network device via a cable. Each of 
the groups of second connectors corresponds to one of the first connectors. Each of the signal 
processing elements is configured to process signals transmitted between one of the first 
connectors and one of the groups of second connectors. 

Neither Keel et al. nor Aekins, whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of features recited in claim 33. The Examiner admitted 
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that Keel et al. does not disclose a plurality of first connectors and a plurality of groups of second 
connectors (Office Action, page 6). The Examiner alleged that Aekins discloses distribution 
noise reduction circuits in a telecommunications system connector arranged in ordered arrays and 
connected by a circuit having a plurality of conductive paths (Office Action, page 6). Even 
assuming that the Examiner's allegation with regard to Aekins is correct (a point that Applicants 
do not concede), the Examiner has not alleged that Aekins discloses any of the features recited in 
claim 33. Therefore, the Examiner did not establish a prima facie case of obviousness with 
regard to claim 33. 

Nevertheless, the disclosure of Aekins does not cure the deficiencies in the disclosure of 
Keel et al. For example, Aekins does not disclose a patch panel that comprises a plurality of first 
connectors and a plurality of groups of second connectors, where each of the groups of second 
connectors corresponds to one of the first connectors. Instead, Aekins discloses a connector 10 
that includes a set of input terminals 11-14 and a set of output terminals 15-18 (Fig. 1 ; col. 3, 
lines 61-64). Each input terminal 1 1-14 is connected to a corresponding one of output terminals 
15-18 (col. 4, lines 8-16). 

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that a connector can be equated to a patch 
panel, input terminals 11-14 can be equated to first connectors, and output terminals 15-18 can 
be equated to second connectors (points which Applicants do not concede), Aekins does not 
disclose a patch panel that includes a plurality of first connectors and a plurality of groups of 
second connectors, as recited in claim 33. As explained above, Aekins discloses a one-to-one 
connection between input terminals 11-14 and output terminals 15-18. Claim 33, by contrast, 
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recites that each of the groups of second connectors corresponds to one of the first connectors. 
Aekins does not disclose or suggest a similar relationship between the input and output terminals. 

In response to similar arguments presented in a previous response, the Examiner alleged 
that patch panels are well known in the art, as shown by Mentlikowski et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
4,305,630) (Office Action, page 8). Regardless of whether patch panels are well known, the 
Examiner has not established that a patch panel with the particular features recited in claim 33 
are well known. 

Because neither Keel et al. nor Aekins discloses a patch panel that includes a plurality of 
first connectors and a plurality of groups of second connectors, where each of the groups of 
second connectors corresponds to one of the first connectors, neither Keel et al. nor Aekins can 
disclose a plurality of signal processing elements, where each of the signal processing elements is 
configured to process signals transmitted between one of the first connectors and one of the 
groups of second connectors, as further required by claim 33. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 33 is patentable over Keel et al. 
and Aekins, whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination. 

At pages 6 and 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 34-45, 48, and 49 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Keel et al. in view of Aekins and 
Belopolsky . Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 34-39 depend from claim 33. Without acquiescing in the Examiner's rejection, 
Applicants submit that the disclosure of Belopolsky does not cure the deficiencies in the 
disclosures of Keel et al. and Aekins identified above with regard to claim 33. Claims 34-39 are, 
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therefore, patentable over Keel et aL Aekins, and Belopolskv , whether taken alone or in any 
reasonable combination, for at least the reasons given with regard to claim 33. 

Independent claim 40 is directed to a network system. The network system comprises a 
network device and a patch panel. The network device is configured to communicate signals on 
a network. The patch panel is configured to communicate signals with the network device via a 
plurality of cables. The patch panel comprises a plurality of pulse transformers configured to 
convert signals between balanced signals and single ended signals, and a plurality of common 
mode chokes corresponding to the pulse transformers and configured to remove common mode 
noise from the balanced signals. 

Neither Keel et aL . Aekins, nor Belopolskv , whether taken alone or in any reasonable 
combination, discloses or suggests the combination of features recited in claim 40. In rejecting 
claim 40, the Examiner alleged that Keel et al. in view of Aekins discloses the patch panel of 
claim 33 and Belopolskv discloses a pulse transformer configuration to transmit and receive 
balanced signals (Office Action, page 6). 

Even assuming that the Examiner's allegations are correct (points that Applicants do not 
concede), the Examiner has not addressed several of the features of claim 40. For example, the 
Examiner has not alleged that any of these references discloses a network device or a patch panel, 
configured to communicate signals with the network device via a plurality of cables, that 
comprises a plurality of common mode chokes, as recited in claim 40. Therefore, the Examiner 
did not establish a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to claim 40. 

Nevertheless, Applicants submit that none of these references discloses or suggests the 
features of claim 40. For example, neither Keel et al. , Aekins , nor Belopolskv discloses or 
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suggests a patch panel configured to communicate signals with a network device via a plurality 
of cables. Keel et al. discloses an intelligent cable assembly (col. 2, lines 16-21), not a patch 
panel configured to communicate signals with a network device via a plurality of cables, as 
required by claim 40. Aekins discloses a connector with plural pairs of input and output 
terminals (col. 1, lines 17-24), not a patch panel configured to communicate signals with a 
network device via a plurality of cables, as required by claim 40. Belopolsky discloses an 
adapter that filters electronic signals transmitted between an electronic device and a 
communication bus (paragraph 0006), not a patch panel configured to communicate signals with 
a network device via a plurality of cables, as required by claim 40. 

Because Keel et al., Aekins, and Belopolsky do not disclose or suggest a patch panel 
configured to communicate signals with a network device via a plurality of cables, Keel et al. , 
Aekins, and Belopolsky cannot disclose or suggest a patch panel that includes a plurality of pulse 
transformers and a plurality of common mode chokes, as further required by claim 40. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 40 is patentable over Keel et al. , 
Aekins , and Belopolsky , whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination. Claims 41-45 
depend from claim 40 and are, therefore, patentable over Keel et al., Aekins , and Belopolsky for 
at least the reasons given with regard to claim 40. 

Independent claim 48 recites features similar to features recited in claim 33. Applicants 
submit that the disclosure of Belopolsky does not cure the deficiencies in the disclosures of Keel 
et al. and Aekins identified above with regard to claim 33. Claim 48 is, therefore, patentable 
over Keel et al. , Aekins , and Belopolsky , whether taken alone or in any reasonable combination, 
for at least reasons similar to reasons given with regard to claim 33. Claim 49 depends from 
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claim 48 and is, therefore, patentable over Keel et aL Aekins, and Belopolsky for at least the 
reasons given with regard to claim 48. 

New claim 50 depends from claim 1 and is, therefore, patentable for at least the reasons 
given with regard to claim 1 . 

New claim 51 depends from claim 33 and is, therefore, patentable for at least the reasons 
given with regard to claim 33. 

New claims 52 and 53 depend from claim 40 and are, therefore, patentable for at least the 
reasons given with regard to claim 40. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully request the 
Examiner's reconsideration of the application and the timely allowance of pending claims 1-3, 6, 
11-15,21-26,30-46, and 48-53. 

If the Examiner does not believe that all pending claims are now in condition for 
allowance, the Examiner is urged to contact the undersigned to expedite prosecution of this 
application. 
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To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1 . 136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account No. 50-1070 and please credit any excess 
fees to such deposit account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



HARRITY & SNYDER, L.L.P. 




Reg. No. 39,574 

Date: July 25, 2005 

11240Waples Mill Road 
Suite 300 

Fairfax, Virginia 22030 
(571)432-0800 
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